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Abstract 
This paper is devoted to one of the topical problems of educational psychology – the training of professionals in intercultural 
communication. The author’s approach specifies the complexity of the notion of language consciousness and the ways to follow 
in order to form a secondary language personality capable of playing the role of a mediator in intercultural dialogue. The paper 
analyses the phenomenon of language personality from the point of view of psychology. The author suggests a comprehensive, 
systematic approach to intercultural communication that primarily requires conscious psychological disclosure of regulative 
functions of linguistic awareness in communicative activity. 
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1. Introduction 
Intercultural communication plays a vital role in today's globalized world. Its effectiveness depends on its 
participants. This primarily refers to interpreters and other professionals, whose task is mediation in situations of 
intercultural dialogue. 
In our opinion, psychology plays a fundamental role in the process itself, as well as in the development of human 
psychological capabilities required for its implementation. Ferdinand de Saussure, an outstanding linguist and 
scholar arrived at the same conclusion: “... Therefore, it is possible to imagine a science that studies the life of signs 
within society; such a science would be a part of social psychology, and, consequently, general psychology; we 
would call it semiology (from the Greek. semeion “sign”)” (Saussure, 2004).  
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This quote suggests that Saussure indeed considered psychology to be a core science for the study of linguistic 
communication – an essential activity of human society that is directly connected to all other human activities. 
A methodological justification of the role of activity can be found in the famous Theses on Feuerbach by Karl 
Marx, where the category of activity is assigned fundamental importance. Everything in Man is determined by the 
means, the content and the results of activity. Activity is always collective, instrumental, subjective, carrying out the 
transformation of an object into the subject. The transformation of an object into a very specific type of subject – a 
sign – therefore occurs in the same way. Signs are not predetermined nor do they exist without human involvement, 
a sign is born, created and assigned to an object by a man. The sign, therefore, is any object “subjectified” with 
meaning, just as any other object within a realm of human activity.  
An interpreter’s work is characterized by the fact that on the surface it may seem not to be directly connected to 
the subject matter of a particular activity. It often leads to situations when an interpreter lacks subject matter 
expertise, and fails to communicate appropriately. On the other hand, people immersed in the specific activity often 
may not need an interpreter when faced with cross-cultural communication. They have such a deep understanding of 
the subject matter of communication, that they can express themselves through a few non-verbal signs. For example, 
“Normandy-Neman”, an old Russian war film, depicts how French and Soviet pilots understood each other without 
speaking each other’s language, but due to sharing a common professional area. 
Thus, the subject matter activity acts both as the foundation of understanding during communication and as the 
basis of communication itself. Everything depends on what lies beneath the activity: a word or a deed, a word-deed 
or a deed-word. This is not just a word-play but a big psychological problem, often passed unnoticed. Language 
communication is always a social process, just as any other human activity, and therefore by definition is social and 
mediated by signs and through signs. 
If we are talking about mastering this activity, then at each stage of our development we repeat the same 
developmental cycle that we have passed at the beginning of our development as a human being. As shown by 
methodological analysis, the development itself must be seen as an ongoing and objective process that consumes a 
personality regardless of what he (or she) currently thinks or does. Yet depending on what he thinks or does, the 
development of this objective process would vary. 
At each level or stage of developmental process we notice a regular skimming of previous achievements and 
failures. Our words accumulate our lives, as expressed by Hegel: “Words sound the same when said by a young man 
or by an old man, but the latter has his whole life behind them”. 
Unfortunately many linguists are not aware of the works by L.S. Vygotsky, one of the classic Russian 
psychologists, who studied a role a sign plays in human life. Here is the most complete definition of the law, known 
in psychology as the Vygotsky Law: “Every higher mental function appears in the development of a behaviour twice 
– first as a function of collective behaviour, a form of collaboration or cooperation, as a way of social adaptation, in 
other words, as interpsychological category, and then later for the second time, as an individual behaviour, as a way 
of personal adaptation, an internal behavioural process, in other words, an intrapsychological category” (Vygotsky, 
1983:197). 
The essence of this law is that all psychological capabilities acquired by man, are, in fact, the product of joint 
activities with other people: interaction at first, and then – individual functioning. And in the course of any such 
activity, communication “sums up” into generalization and generalization “unfolds” into communication, and it is 
psychological abilities that enable communication develop. So, the first stage in the formation of these abilities is 
always a real contact with reality, during which an object of reality becomes “subjectified”. First, a subject identifies 
the meaningful object of his activity, and then the identified object is transformed into a unit of language of social 
interaction, and finally it is deployed in the discourse of the communication process. It is obvious that the discourse, 
being an act of living human speech, is an ideal form of social interaction with the reality through the specific 
linguistic means. 
We think that this approach allows for psychological analysis of the concept of language personality, which is 
actively used in modern linguistics, linguodidactics, and beyond. According to J.N. Karaulov, language personality 
is “... a set of abilities and characteristics of a person that enable creation and perception of the products of speech 
(texts), which may differ in structural and linguistic complexity, depth and accuracy of their ability to reflect reality, 
and by nature of their intention” (Karaulov, 1987:3). 
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We believe that in the process of verbal communication the language personality performs as an actor in the 
broad sense: a person in his language personality performs communication, which is characterised by a person’s 
language consciousness and actualized through discourse in communicative behaviour.  
This approach allows us to define language consciousness as something not separated from other forms and ways 
of consciousness. It is the consciousness of an individual involved in verbal communication. It performs a regulatory 
function, limiting the cultural spectrum of possibilities for the understanding of the subject matter relevant to the 
communicative task, by which the individual is consciously or unconsciously guided during communication. So the 
discourse itself is at the same time the process and the result of an individual’s verbal communication 
(communicative behavior) conveying, so to say, the executive side of his communicative and speech activity. 
2. Background 
From this perspective, the formation of “secondary language personality” is described by I. I. Khaleeva as a 
process of accumulation of a set of abilities (competences) and personal qualities which prepare a person for foreign 
language communication in a multi-cultural field. It involves the ability for effective use of a foreign language in 
various fields. Its very formation should be considered to be self-development of an individual in the linguistic 
environment that becomes a context of his activity (Khaleeva, 1989). Further broader and deeper understanding that 
a language personality develops for the notional and practical features of a foreign personality, its mastering of 
intercultural communication then leads to its objective psychological transformation into a “secondary” language 
personality. The problem here is in the balance and the relationship between “spontaneous” and “managed” 
formation of the “secondary” language personality during the process of education. 
It should be emphasized that for a psychologist, education is not just an organized learning process, but a 
motivationally significant and conscious human activity aimed at self-transformation (El'konin, 1989). In this case, 
we define the activity as education not because it is carried out in the classroom, as Mark Twain said with the words 
of his character Huck Finn: “I have never let my schooling interfere with my education.” 
This is especially true for higher education. In a series of studies carried out under our supervision, it was shown 
that higher education means a system designed to develop a specialist who acquired methods for exploration of the 
world that allow him to reach the highest (possible at the time) level of professional development of his cognitive 
abilities (Nechayev, 2005). That is why there are such well known terms as physical picture of the world, technical 
view of the world, artistic vision of reality, mathematical thinking, sociological imagination, and ... language 
consciousness and “secondary” language personality. From this perspective, language consciousness is always a 
certain picture of the world, its adequacy and reality unquestioned by the owner. However, a person who believes 
that the others see the world in the same way is mistaken.  
We need a comprehensive, systematic approach to cross-cultural communication and understanding of its role in 
the development of “secondary” language personality. That primarily requires meaningful psychological analysis of 
the indicative function of linguistic awareness in communicative human activity. Thus, in practice, often cross-
cultural communication is actually performed, but there is no necessary awareness of its means and methods. Or we 
may find an opposite situation: a person may be very aware of the subtle differences of meaning in the language, but 
is not able to use them in his own speech activity. 
Such a paradox can be explained. The words, or more broadly, language units do not bear meanings; it is a man 
who has them. When we hear a person speaking the language we understand, we instantly get the meaning, because 
it is “clear” to us. But if a person speaks unfamiliar language, we hear it as a mere sequence of sounds. There is an 
obstacle for understanding, rooted in different language consciousness.  
That is why the problem of cross-cultural communication and language consciousness in many ways are 
inseparable. Their interrelation is especially important on the level of ordinary consciousness. 
By using the term ordinary consciousness we suggest that the large part of the communication process remains 
unconscious. Ordinary consciousness is the way a man sees the world without awareness of the tools and capabilities 
this consciousness provides. We can say that ordinary consciousness is an unconscious language consciousness in 
which and by which we comprehend the reality. But since it is a man who possesses the meanings, when we need to 
comprehend an object of an activity we do it through the language: language consciousness allows us to reach 
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awareness and comprehension through the meanings stored in it. The French expression “prise de conscience” – 
“capture of consciousness” means that the comprehension is achieved as soon as we set ourselves a goal to achieve 
it, and we set such a goal when we have a problem of comprehension to resolve. Thus, our belief that we 
comprehend the whole world is an illusion. In fact, we constantly face a challenge to comprehend certain 
characteristics of the objective world. 
From this point of view, language consciousness is a form of ordinary consciousness, which combines the breadth 
of existing understanding of the entirety of our everyday life with the lack of self-awareness of how we say things 
and why we say them so.  
In other words, in our daily communication we remain unaware and unconscious of the existence of language 
consciousness used for comprehension of reality. 
However, cross-cultural communication naturally assumes the occurrence of all sorts of ambiguous 
communicative situations, and therefore requires development of the awareness of language consciousness. The 
scientific basis of such awareness is in linguistics and linguodidactics, and the psychology of speech. We, however, 
must understand that the scientific awareness of linguistic reality and linguistic awareness of reality produces 
different “projections” of reality. 
As once noted by outstanding Russian psychologist P. Y. Galperin, whose disciple and follower I consider myself 
to be, “the difference between how linguistic and scientific consciousness reflect reality lies in the fact that the same 
characteristics of reality in the language consciousness are revealed in terms of goal of communication, therefore not 
requiring “accurate” information about the “known” properties of the world. Language consciousness is biased in its 
reflection of reality, providing not only a certain understanding of things, but a certain attitude towards them as well” 
(Galperin, 1977). 
I have repeatedly conducted a simple experiment in the classroom. I demonstrated a cell phone, and asked what it 
was.  In most cases the answer was the same: “it is a phone”. But, this “object”, while remaining a phone, could also 
be a camera, a voice recorder, etc. That means that one and the same object can be different “subjects” (“subject 
matter representations”) to us. Using this experiment, I am trying to instill the idea that any object is a universe. It is 
our use of an object that makes it a certain subject matter representation, thus “revealing” its essence and meaning. 
The same object can denote a variety of representations as a result of our activity. 
It is true that the objective world exists on its own, independently of our consciousness. But during the course of 
our activity it transforms into the world of “subjects”. In this case, the system of language meanings stored in the 
language consciousness is always a means and an attempt to “get” to the objective world through the world of 
subjects. The world of subjects created by us is our perception of the world, the world of linguistic meanings is our 
way of comprehending this world of subjects, and therefore as a world of objects. If another person has another 
world of meanings, which is different to ours, we then face a problem of the adequacy of intercultural 
communication about the objective world, transformed into a very different picture of the world by a different 
system of language consciousness. 
From this point of view, any “subject” is the result of purposeful practical interaction with an object and at the 
same time also a subjective abstraction of the object created by the same practical interaction with the object and 
recorded by means of language. This abstraction is necessary for the further object-specified action, and for the 
verbal influence on the other participant of communication. Let us recall the words of L. S. Vygotsky on the role of a 
sign: “A sign does change an object of psychological operation in any way, it is a means of psychological influence 
on a behavior (someone else's or your own), a means of internal activity of self-consciousness, a sign in directed 
inwardly” (Vygotsky, 1983b:90). 
In the process of intercultural communication such “internal” verbal interactions with an object mean the 
appearance of the goal to replace the object of activity, and often can be noticed in the multilingual environment.   
So the success of “managed” development of a secondary language personality depends on a solution of the most 
important methodological problems, which primarily include the following: 
x Development of an awareness of the objective dialectics of “object” and “subject” and understanding of the 
process of intercultural communication as a form of joint activity realized through sharing of basic categories and 
concepts; 
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x Formation of internal mechanisms of awareness of tasks, conditions, and adequate means and methods of 
communicative activity in the context of a particular “subject matter-oriented” activity. 
A. F. Losev, an outstanding Russian philosopher and linguist, believed that a professional linguist is the one who 
learns all the time.  
If an interpreter wants to understand what meaning is behind a word from a native speakers’ point of view, he 
must master the system of subjective meanings of this word in varied acts of communication, he must seek the 
invariant that exists in the language consciousness of his communication partner. 
The process of not “spontaneous” but rather “managed” development of the secondary language personality is a 
conscious overcoming of the existing attitudes and stereotypes. Natural development of the methods of professional 
activity is the essence and the outcome of the future linguist’s studies at university, during which an interpreter 
acquires “secondary” language personality and becomes a specialist with the professional and conscious “foreign 
language consciousness”. 
3. Levels of Language Consciousness 
Due to the historical development of activities and communication, the subjects are specific to each historical 
community. We are therefore talking about the language consciousness of people who speak a particular language. 
However, from the point of view of psychology, we should look at the language consciousness from the perspective 
of psychological life of an individual. Of course, it is necessary to begin with a study of the basic abstractions: there 
are several levels on which we can look at language consciousness. It can be studied at least on three levels: the 
“national-cultural”, “sociocultural” and “psychological”. 
On the “national-cultural level”, language consciousness acts as a “national” worldview of a certain form, and is 
not inherent to all the speakers of a given language. On the “sociocultural” level, language consciousness is 
represented by the so-called social language or social dialects, including specialized  professional jargons. The 
“psychological” level of language consciousness is a specific language expression of a particular individual in 
specific situations when a speaker has a certain range of meanings and can use varied language tools to impact on 
the language consciousness of a listener. We emphasize: this level in an individual form accumulates the “national-
cultural” and the “socio-cultural” levels of language consciousness, which are its abstract properties. 
Intercultural communication problems associated with the semantic aspect of the language most clearly display 
themselves on the level of words. Let us take, for example, the word “table” in English or French, even a pupil will 
probably say that this word means “a table”. However, by this word native speakers may mean “a chart” (tablitsa), 
an upper planar facet of the diamond, and even tablets with the 10 commandments of Moses. How can it be relevant 
for people with Russian language consciousness, who connect the word “table” (in Russian “stol”) with the verb 
“stlat” (“to lay”), not with any tables or diamonds? 
In one of his works, Vygotsky cites the story of a man who lists the words for “knife” in different languages, and 
is sure that Russian word for “knife” is the most accurate and appropriate equivalent. Reflection of reality, captured 
in one’s language consciousness, for an ordinary consciousness seems natural and the only right one. But the same 
reflection applied towards other language speakers naturally leads to a communication failure.  
In this regard, the extreme importance of professionalism for those working in the field of intercultural 
communication must be emphasized once again.  It means that in professional foreign language education 
development of foreign language consciousness should go along with the development of awareness of existence of 
“native” language consciousness. 
In accordance with our concept (Nechayev, 2005) there are three main levels of development of language 
consciousness: “subjectified”, “theoretical” and “practical”. 
Speaking about the “subjectified” level, it is necessary to remember that the “subjectified” view is by definition 
always one-sided. That is why we need a system concept of intercultural communication, aimed at identifying the 
subject matter specifics of communicative act in actual intercultural communication. It is important to understand 
that the actual acts of communication always bear specific requirements of various sciences studying the 
communication process: sociology, linguistics, law, and, of course, psychology. 
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From this perspective the following thesis is important for understanding of the “subjectified” level of cross-
cultural communication training: the development of a professional foreign language consciousness and “secondary” 
language personality should be done as a part of a system of training for cross-cultural communication, as part of the 
holistic professional development. 
This approach differs from the traditional practice of education with its bias to element by element students’ 
mastering of separate ways and means of verbal activity their natural logical interrelations remaining undisclosed.  
The theoretical level of professional training which allows a communication specialist to consciously acquire 
systems and tools of cross cultural communication is an understanding of the essence of the processes that take place 
during the communicative activity. Let us suggest a system of requirements for organizing students’ work. Here, the 
following things are especially important: 
x holistic and comprehensive approach towards the the methods of cross-cultural communication realized through 
their comparison and differentiation both within the  foreign language, and between native and foreign languages. 
It should be focused on identifying linguistic meanings of formal structures of the language. 
x the very processes of comparison and differentiation of the foreign language phenomena involve “re-awareness” 
(i.e. conscious awareness of how the “subjectified” content is realized by native speakers of the foreign language 
studied); 
x only then it is possible to account for the formal language units. 
It is absolutely clear that within the purposefully organized process of acquisition of means and methods of 
intercultural communication, “re-awareness” organization is the most difficult task, as far as the meanings are not 
represented by the formal structures of the language, and cannot be found in dictionary definitions. They exist in the 
activity of native speakers, in particular actual situations of communication. Therefore, the need for their 
identification should underlie specific educational and research objectives. 
Let us illustrate learning at the theoretical level with some research data. 
4. Remote lexical meanings 
4.1. Linguistic meaning and formal linguistic structures 
The comparison and differentiation of the foreign language realities involves “re-realization” (i.e. conscious 
understanding of how the same “subjective” content is “recognized” by the foreign language speaker); only then 
should a student move to study formal language structures that are used by native speakers for the expression of the 
corresponding “subjective” content. It is therefore clear that along with the acquisition of means and methods of 
intercultural communication, the organization of “re-realization” is the most difficult task.  The meanings are not in 
the formal structures of the language, nor in the dictionary definitions. They are in the activity of native speakers, in 
specific real communication situations. Therefore, their identification should become a special educational and 
research task. 
In the middle of the last century, the famous American linguist Noam Chomsky introduced a concept of remote 
and surface structures of the language. Let’s refer to a distinction adopted in modern linguistics between remote and 
surface linguistic meanings expressed by formal structures. 
To illustrate it, let us recall the famous phrase, composed once by L.V. Scherba: “Ƚɥɨɤɚɹ ɤɭɡɞɪɚ ɲɬɟɤɨ 
ɛɭɞɥɚɧɭɥɚ ɛɨɤɪɚ ɢ ɤɭɪɞɹɱɢɬ ɛɨɤɪɺɧɤɚ”. It is an example of actualization of linguistic meanings typical for 
Russian language consciousness.  These are the meanings, which are actualized by means of the formal structures, in 
this case, affixes and word endings that signal the affiliation of these words to different grammar parts. Despite the 
fact that the words themselves are created artificially and do not exist, linguistic meanings of the affixes are easily 
understood by native Russian speakers, even by preschoolers. 
It would seem that this phrase makes sense only for native Russian speakers. However, it can be translated into 
other languages relying on the remote structures of language consciousness, typical for speakers of that language. 
Here are some examples. 
20   Nikolay N. Nechayev /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  154 ( 2014 )  14 – 22 
A glock coozdre has steckly boodled a boker and is curding a bokɟrlet (English);  
Eine gloke Kusdra hat den Bokren steckenhaft gebudlet und kɶrdelt das Bɰkerchen (German);   
Une coustre glaque a stɢquement boudlonnɣ le bocre et courdoie le bocreau  (French);  
La gloca cusdra ha budlanudo estecamente al bocre y cudrache al bocrenito (Spanish);  
La cusdra gloca ha stecamente budlanato il bocro e sta curdiacciando il bocrino (Italian);  
Cusdra gloca bocrum steciter budlavit et bocrellum curdecit (Latin). 
A similar example is the Russian translation of lines from Lewis Carroll's book Alice in Wonderland, so-called 
“nonsense poetry”. Non-existent words are understood, thanks to the linguistic values of affixes and endings. 
 
Twas brillig, and the slithy toves                                           
Did gyre and gimble in the wabe:   
All mimsy were the borogoves,   
And the mome raths outgrabe.  
 
ȼɚɪɤɚɥɨɫɶ. ɏɥɢɜɤɢɟ ɲɨɪɶɤɢ 
ɉɵɪɹɥɢɫɶ ɩɨ ɧɚɜɟ,  
ɂ ɯɪɸɤɨɬɚɥɢ ɡɟɥɸɤɢ,  
Ʉɚɤ ɦɸɦɡɢɤɢ ɜ ɦɨɜɟ. 
 
These examples demonstrate the role of remote linguistic meanings that give meaning to the formal linguistic 
structures, uniqueness of those meaning in a language, and once again denotes the necessity awareness of differences 
in comprehending of the same object by different language speakers. 
4.2. The study of vocabulary through word building 
Our research shows (Nechayev, 2002) that this approach allows us to suggest a possibility of systemic 
development of foreign language vocabulary based on remote invariants of vocabulary meanings that allows the 
building of appropriate language structures. 
In this case, systematic vocabulary study means understanding of remote linguistic meanings, hidden behind the 
morphological structure of words, and of specific methods of their usage can be done through learning of word 
derivation.  
Thus, the theoretical level of language consciousness development, a mandatory one for higher education, must 
begin from basic abstractions that seemingly have low value for practical study of multicultural communication. 
However, an understanding of these abstractions allows a person to navigate in each specific situation. 
Let us again turn to our study (Nechayev, 2002), where we considered a possible way of “re-realization” based on 
the study of English vocabulary through word derivation. 
The first step is uncovering the communicative situation using just the base of a derivative word, characterized by 
a given affix. The second step is modeling of this relationship with the help of “remote” linguistic features, which 
are the meanings of a derivational affix. The third step - transition to formal “units” i.e. lexemes, used in a language 
to express these categories, in other words, it is a choice of a linguistic unit corresponding to the speaker’s intention 
and the specific circumstances of the message. 
If we consider a group of Russian words with the suffix “-ɢɡɦ” (“-ism”) we shall see that in all cases the 
dictionary gives the interpretation of the relevant concepts and a reference to the specific field. For example: the 
“mechanism” - ... a technical term “organism” - ... a biological term, etc. But the only common thing that unites all 
of those words is the same model of word derivation, with the suffix “-ism” that has a deep linguistic meaning, 
namely, the “system” (systematic). Thus, using the word with the suffix “ism”, one participant of the dialogue 
indicates to the other participant the systemic nature of what is expressed by the root of the word.  
Let us consider another example from French, including the words with suffix“–ier”: 
ablier, abricotier, acetifier, acidifier, acier, aconier, affilier, ailier, alandier, albergier, alevinier, alfatier, aliboufier, 
alisier, alizier, alleutier, allier, allumettier, altier, amadouvier, amandier, ambulancier, amidonnier, amnistier, 
amodier, amplifier, anacardier, anecdotier, animalier, annoncier, apostasier, apparier, approprier,  arbousier, 
arbustier, archetier, archichancelier, ardoisier, aruquier, arɤtier, arganier, argentier, argotier argousier, armorier, 
armurier, arquebusier, artificier, asphyxier, associer, atelier, atrophier, aubier, audiencier, aurifier, authentifier, 
autographier, autopsier, autoroutier, avarier, avelinier, aventurier, avocassier, avocatier, azerolier. 
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The findings based on the study of a large sample of material including similar words suggest that the deep 
meaning of this suffix, which is actively used in spoken language, is that of “the carrier of what is meant by the root 
of the word”. This approach may lead to a certain level of excessive generalization, i.e. creation of words that are 
unknown to the native speakers, because their “surface” meanings appear quite remote.  
That was the case with an experienced French interpreter who first claimed that there was no such a word as 
“plumier” in French. The point is that this word is a derivative from “plume”, which means “nib of a pen”, whereas 
the word “plumier”, which was finally found in the dictionary, has the meaning of “a box for holding nibs”. Thus, 
the semantic connection, existing between the former and the latter forms of the word weakened over time, and 
nowadays no one keeps nibs in pen boxes – and that was the reason for the experienced interpreter’s perplexity.   
The practical level of language consciousness formation reflects the actual practice of communicative interaction, 
which involves different types of discourses. As we see discourse is an act of speech as a “purposeful, social action” 
(Linguistic Encyclopedic Dictionary, 1990); discourse is therefore not only the product of speech, (what is said), but 
also a speaker’s intention (what is meant), consequently, discourse is inseparable from the situation of 
communication and its characteristics.  
Differentiation of types of discourse may be done for linguistic pragmatic reasons on the basis of correlation of 
produced texts with the related areas: political discourse, legal discourse and others. A sociological approach may 
differentiate discourse types in accordance with the social structure: in this case, the types of institutional discourse 
(scientific, pedagogical and others) are contrasted to the existential discourse associated with the manifestations of 
“high” culture (works of art, etc.), as well as to domestic discourse (Karasik, 2004).  
This suggests that intercultural communication professional activity has to be specialized within a certain subject, 
while it demands deeper knowledge of the material. For instance legal translation requires precise knowledge of 
different aspects of law, translation of fiction presupposes subtle understanding of stylistics devices in a text. So a 
translator may be so greatly absorbed in a particular practical sphere that it may hamper adequate communication 
within more general fields. La Rochefoucauld once said: “It is mostly difficult to avoid two things: stupidity, if to 
close up within one’s special field, and groundlessness if to withdraw from it”. 
The practical level of development of language consciousness leads to further development of professional 
“subjectified” foreign language communicative competence: the ability to communicate adequately in specific 
speech situations by means of: 
x differentiation and specialization of language means for the understanding of “subjective” content relevant to 
different aspects and types of professional activity; 
x integration of language consciousness that enable achievement of various foreign language communication  
goals. 
5. Conclusion 
Thus, in order to become a professional in intercultural communication, a student must pass through all stages of 
communication skills development in particular fields of intercultural communication. Those stages are intended to 
develop the student’s secondary language personality with professional language consciousness and varied means 
and methods of a number of discourses. 
That is why systematic understanding of linguistic phenomena based on the identification of significant linguistic 
relationships that support the understanding and application of various linguistic means is so important for the 
development of language consciousness.  
Constant and conscious change of foreign language intercultural communication context is the essence of an 
interpreter’s professionalism and a guarantee of his professional mobility, which lies not in omniscience, but in the 
ability for conscious self-reformation, thus creating the conditions for one’s development. 
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